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SALT Wins
Cool Support
From Military |

By Robert (¢, Kaiser
B 2700 Pozt S4a7 Writer

e Joint Chiefs of Starf endorsed
the nesw strategic arms limitation
treaty vesterday as “a modest but use-
tul step” provided it is accompa.nied
v substantial new military spending.

Thea five chiefs “are not raging en-
thusiasts for many features of the
treaty,” as Adm. Thomas B. Haywa_rd
put it, but under intense senatorial
cuestioning the chiefs reiterated the‘u'
overall support for SALT II and their
belief that the treaty is “adequately
verifiable.”

As the Senate: Foreign Relations
Commitiee continued hearings on the
treaty, John Glenn (B-Ohio) said he
thought the chiefs were “damning-it
by faint praise;” but Gen. David C.
Jones of the Air Force, chairman of
the JCS, said he would not use that
phrase. - S . o

Moreover, Jones explicitly rejected
the idea of reopening substantive ne-
gotiations on SALT II with the So_vx-
ets, and he disputed the suggestion
that the country would be better off
by abandoning the SALT process or
rejecting this treaty.

Repeating the phrase the chiefs
worked out to describe their position,
Jones said the treaty was “a modest
but useful contribution, but ‘it doesn’t
solve the whole problem. That’s our
advice and we hope you will take it.”

In a detailed prepared statement
and in answers 1o senators™ questions,
the five chiefs echoed the message
given earlier by both Defense Secre-
tary Harold Brown and Secretary of
State Cyrus R. Vance:r Even with
SALT 11, the United States will have |
to increase its spending on strategic
forces- by $10 billion or more in the-
‘next six years. E .

But in the special echo chamber
that the nation’s military leaders ere-
ate, that message came through yes-
terday louder and more forcefully
than it had in earlier hearings on.
SALT 11 in this committee,

Senior officials of the Carter admin-
istration expressed satisfaction that

Air Foree on qualifications in the:
cilels’” prepared statement about the
veritflabillty of SXLT Il — that 1s,!
Amerlea’s ability 1o monitor Soviet:
compliance with tne ireaty. \

The statement said that Verit‘ication;
“will pose a stern challenge to our:
vartErand vt hmEhirTeTe |
svstems,” and that .5, ability to ver-
ity different specific elements of the:
treaty will vary “substantially.” :

tUnder questioning from Helms,!

Gen, Allen said thers were some

the chiefs had given broad support for

the treaty while declining to adopt |

any of the opponeqts’ substantivé or
tactical positions. .~ 1, 7w

However; - skeptics -and’ opponents
thought they- found some- support-in

the many quahf)’lngAi@%yé@Fé‘?tﬂeIﬁéﬁmﬁfffﬁ&ﬁ;@ﬂﬁﬁﬁj 315R0

ted the chiefs' comme SR
Sen, Jesse Helms (R-N.C)), for exam-
nle, pressed Gen. Lew Allen Jr.of the

“much, deeper: cuts in-beth Superpow-;

points that might. not be possible to
verify. with high confidence, but the
chiefs assessed the potential signiti-
cance of cheatinz In these areas and
“our conclusion . was that- it +s all
1ight” — provided, he went on, that
the - United States aggressively im.
proves mtelliZence-gatBerms, )
/ Helms replied that he sympathized
with citizens watching the hearings on
television who had to decide what the!
general had -just said. ¥I think you
said ‘yes and no,’” Helms commented
with a grin, and Allen did not dispute
him. ‘ s
The chiefs’ testimony illuminated:
the complex web of interests involved:
in the SALT process. When the five
pillars of braid and brass who lead
the country’s armed services sat down
in a row at the witness table, there
wasn't a civilian official in sight—only
military aides. This was the military’s
day, as Jones affirmed under ques-
tioning from Frank Church, (D-Idaho),
the committee chairman. . -~
- Will you “give us your honest ad-
vice” even if it differs from the posi-
tion of the president and secretary of
defense, Church asked.™...-;. & -
“Yes, sir, we pledge to-do so,” the
general replied. - il e T
In their carefully drafted statement,
read. by "Jones, tha chiefs declared:
“With or-without SALT, the United
States needs to.do far more than we |
haves-+done - in- .recem: ..years- to-
strengthen and maodernize. our ‘strate-
gie forces lest the trend. toward Soviet-
superiority become jrreversible.”. ...
TTThe chiefs- said cqutinued: cutbacks
startingin the’ Nixon. administration
“lowered: ... the incentives for the So-
viets-to negotiate- significant reduc-
tions in strategic-armg.” - ool -
“The most serious. coneern of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff,” their statement’
said,.“is the risk that SALT IL could
be allowed to become a- tranquilizer to
the-American people,” one-that would
disguise- the -“urgent need to proceed’
resolutely - and deljberately with. a-
well-thought-out program - of . force-
medernization ... - .- . &
The chiefs’ statement acknowledged
that they had always wanted the Sovi.
et’s Backfire bomber to be counted
under SALT limits, and  that the pro-
vision permitting the Soviets to retain

have preferred a treaty that called for

are’ arcanale . o

- In these hearings—and if futura nego-

-the treaty.. - @ %% R
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But they added that resiraints on
the Backiire's rate of production and,
0a  the number of warneads the!
“heavy” missiles can carryten) were:
both signticant. Aand the ehies enu-;
merated half a dozenm peovisinas of:
SALT 1T which thev said “operaie pri-:
marily to our advantaze.” s

These included provisions torcing
the Soviets to dismantle 230 straiedic”
systems, limiting the numbers of war-:
heads rockets can carry, limiting the
introduction of new rockets, banning,
the Soviets’ $516 mobile missile, and’
requiring that the Soviets not inter
tere with U.S. “national means” of QD-
serving their strategie programa. ,

“On the other hand,” the chiefs |
said, “the specific limits on the United !
States are quite nomina}? and permit |
all the strategic programs now on
Pentagon drawing boards to go abead.

“The danger to the Unijted States
dogs not arise from any specitic limi.
tations in the agreement, but from po~
t'ential consequences of upilateral ae-
tions.or inactions in the past-—and, if
we are not careful—in the future.”

;f the United States undertakes new
military programs-—and senior Carter!
administration officials . have _ been|
promising them repeatedly -all week

ey

tiations lead to substantial reductions,
“nistory will record SALT IT as a step
forward,” the chiefs said, . -

Without a commitment to both
those points, they added, “we will find
SALT 1I made little ‘difference and
may have been a net loss.” '

- The chiefs noted that int 1973 their
predecessors recommended approval
of the SALT agreements provided cer-
tain new3American programs were un:
dertaken, but that'some of those pro-
grams (the BI_ homber, for example)
were later canceled.. Had that advice.
beex; heeded the new chiefs. said,.“we?
would- face "less 'perilous strategic:
prospects... 7, 1. © o S Viaie

- Yesterday morning, e |

DefenseSekre-
tary Brown. and his' undersecretary-
for research and engineering, William_
J. Perry, testified. Jospeh R. Biden Jr..
(D-[_)ew.):,pursued the issue of the 308
Soviet.heavy. missiles. that~has con-
cerned numerous treaty critics.” How=|
ard H. Baker Jr. (R-Tenn.), the Senate|
mingrity leader; has - said these '398“"
missiles .represent”“a fatal’ flaw™ in
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_ Biden elicited affirmative answers
from Brown to a series of .questions
meant to establish that these3308 mis-
siles do not give the Soviets any great
advantage that they couldn’t achieve
with other rocket systems. At the end
of his questioning, Biden said: «I hope
this puts an end. to what I think. is

2003600F4sdue” - - ;.
akej could not reply; he was abe
snet from yesterday’s hearing_, ., |
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